TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT' WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1) was
not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore CALVERT, MElI STER and McQUADE, Adm ni strative Patent
Judges.

IVElI STER, Adm ni strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

Raynmond J. M kelionis and David Crego (the appellants)

appeal fromthe final rejection of clainms 1-33, the only

clainms present in the application.

! Application for patent filed Cctober 18, 1994.
According to appellants, this application is a continuation of
Application No. 08/088,330 filed July 7, 1993, now abandoned.
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W AFFI RM- | N- PART.

The appel l ants' invention pertains to a wallet card
having a sl eeve adapted to renovably receive an el ongat ed
functi on nmenber such as a nedical test strip or thernoneter
strip. Independent clainms 1 and 32 are further illustrative
of the appeal ed subject matter and copies thereof may be found
in the APPENDI X to the brief.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Cohan 3,792,542 Feb. 19,
1974

Cee, Sr. (Cee) 3, 958, 690 May
25, 1976

Pal ti 4,588, 307 May 13,
1986

G over 4,619, 469 Cct. 28,
1986

The cl ains on appeal stand rejected in the follow ng
manner :

(1) dainms 1-4, 8-11, 13-16, 18-23 and 27-30 under 35
U S . C 8§ 102(b) as being anticipated by G over;

(2) dainms 1-4, 8-15, 17-22 and 27-32 under 35 U. S.C
8 102(b) as being anticipated by Gee;

(3) daim33 under 35 U S.C. §8 103(a) as being
unpat ent abl e over Cohan in view of G over; and
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(4) Cains 5-7 and 24-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
bei ng unpatentable over Gover in view of Palti.

The rejections are explained on pages 3 and 4 of the
answer. The argunents of the appellants and exam ner in
support of their respective positions may be found on pages 7-
36 of the brief, pages 1-5 of the reply brief and pages 4-6 of

t he answer.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully reviewed the appellants' invention as
described in the specification, the appealed clains, the prior
art applied by the exam ner and the respective positions
advanced by the appellants in the brief and reply brief, and
by the examiner in the answer. As a consequence of this
review, we will reverse Rejections (3) and (4). Wth respect
to Rejection (1), we will sustain the rejection of clains 1-4,
8-11, 13-16, 18-22 and 27-30 and reverse the rejection of
claim23. Wth respect to Rejection (2), we will sustain the
rejection of claims 1-3, 8, 9, 12-15, 18-22, 27, 28 and 31 and

reverse the rejection of clains 4, 10, 11, 17, 29, 30 and 32.
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Bef ore specifically considering the rejections based on
anticipation (i.e., Rejections (1) and (2)), we initially note
that the term nology in a pending application's clains is to
be given its broadest reasonable interpretation (In re Mrris,
127 F.3d 1048, 1056, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1028 (Fed. Cr. 1997) and
Inre Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ@d 1320, 1322 (Fed.

Cir. 1989)) and |Iimtations froma pending application's
specification will not be read into the clains (Sjolund v.
Musl and, 847 F.2d 1573, 1581-82, 6 USPQR2d 2020, 2027 (Fed.
Cr. 1989)). Mreover, anticipation by a prior art reference
does not require either the inventive concept of the clained
subject matter or the recognition of inherent properties that
may be possessed by the prior art reference. See Verdegaal
Bros., Inc. v. Union QI Co., 814 F.2d 628, 633, 2 USPQd
1051, 1054 (Fed. Cir. 1987). A prior art reference

antici pates the subject matter of a claimwhen that reference
di scl oses every feature of the clainmed invention, either
explicitly or inherently (Hazani v. Int’'l Trade Commin, 126
F.3d 1473, 1477, 44 USPQxd 1358, 1361 (Fed. G r. 1997));

however, the law of anticipation does not require that the
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reference teach what the appellant is clainmng, but only that
the clains on appeal "read on" sonething disclosed in the
reference (see Kalman v. Kinberly-Cark Corp., 713 F.2d 760,

772, 218 USPQ 781, 789 (Fed. Cir. 1983)).

Rej ection (1):

Wth respect to this rejection the appellants on page 6
of the brief state that (a) clains 1 and 2 stand or fal
together as a first group, (b) clains 3, 4, 8 and 9 stand or
fall together as a second group, (c) clains 13-15, 18-20, 22
and 27-29 stand or fall together as a third group and (d)
claims 10, 11, 16, 21, 23, 30 and 32 each stand or fall al one.
Accordingly, (a) claim2 will stand or fall with
representative claiml, (b) clains 4, 8 and 9 will stand or
fall with representative claim3, (c) clainms 14, 15, 18-20, 22
and 27-29 wll stand or fall with representative claim 13 and
(d) clainms 10, 11, 16, 21, 23, 30 and 32 will each stand or
fall alone. See 37 CFR 8§ 1.192(c) (7).

Considering first the rejection of clainms 1-4, 8-11, 13-

16, 18-22 and 27-30, the exam ner has taken the position that
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in Gover a portion of pocket 51 forns an open-ended sl eeve
that is integrally bound in the card and is adapted to permt
repeated recei pt and wi thdrawal of an el ongate functiona
menber (i.e., spacer 55).

Wth respect to representative claiml, the appellants
argue that G over does not have a sleeve that is adapted to
permt repeated recei pt and withdrawal of an el ongate
functional nenber. Fromthe appellants' perspective, once the
card of Gover is lamnated, all the parts thereof are
i rreversi bly heat-bonded together and thereafter no structure
may be repeatedly received and withdrawn. |In support of this
position, the reply brief states that:

G over's statenent at colum 5, lines 15-17 that:

"[a]lternatively, the mcrofilmsegnment or segnents

54 may be inserted into the pocket 51 through its

mouth 52 after the front panel is positioned" should

not be m sconstrued to nean this occurs after his

card is lam nated together. Such mcrofilm

pl acenment is only suggested as an alternative nethod

of assenbly after the front panel is positioned atop

the other elenents, not after it is welded into
pl ace by the | am nating process. [Page 3.]

We do not agree with the appellants' interpretation of
the scope and content of Gover. Gover teaches a card 1

having a front panel 15, a back panel 16 and an inner core 2
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positioned between the front and back panel s having a cut-out
9 therein. Gover states that the el ongated pocket 51 is
formed in the cut-out 9 between the front and back panel s,

wi th the pocket being subdivided into discrete conpartnents
53. Gover forms these conpartnents by coating the inner
surfaces of the front and back panels 15 and 16 with a heat
sensitive adhesive 25, except in a plurality of area subparts
27 in the region of the pocket 51 (see col. 4, |ines 27-34;
Figs. 1 and 2). These subparts 27 serve to subdivide the
pocket 51 into conpartnents 53 for the purpose of
accommodating the mcrofil msegnents 54 (see col. 4, line 63,
through col. 5, line 33).

M crofilmsegnents 54 are initially placed in only sone
of these conpartnents and seal ed therein by [ am nation of the
front panel, back panel and core when the card conponents are
placed in a |lam nating machine for a first tinme, |eaving the
remai nder of the conpartnents both unseal ed and enpty (except

for renovabl e spacer 55 which, as nore fully described, infra,

prevents the enpty conpartnments from bei ng seal ed during

| am nation - see, generally, cols. 5 and 6). Thus, after the
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first placenent of the card conponents in a |am nating
machi ne, those portions of (a) the top and bottom edges of the
cut-out 9, (b) the inner surfaces of the front and back panels
and (c) the outernost portion of the seal ed conpartnent which
are adjacent the enpty conpartnents forma sleeve that is
"integrally bound therein" as broadly set forth in independent
claim1.

As the appell ants have noted, spacer 55 may al so be used
to insert the mcrofilmsegnments into the conpartnments 53
before there is any |lamnation of the panels and core (see
col. 5, lines 15-17). However, G over goes on to state that
the spacer 55 is inserted into the pocket and is

positioned so that its end 56 is |ocated slightly
outwardly (toward the core side edge 8) of the nost
out ward adhesive line 28 whereat the front and back
panels 15 and 16 are to be thermally | am nated
together. For exanple, if two mcrofilmsegnents 54
are to be thermally sealed within respective
conpartnents 53, the spacer end 56 is placed just
outwardly of the second adhesive line 28 fromthe
core blind end 10.

The core 2, panels 15 and 16, microfil msegnents
54 and spacer 55 are then subjected to heat and
pressure in a conventional plastic |am nating
machi ne (not shown). The heat sensitive adhesive 25
thereby thermally | am nates or bonds the front pane
15 to the core front surface 3, the back panel 16 to
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the back surface 4 and the front and back panels 15
and 16 together at the adhesive |lines 28 not
separated by the spacer 55. [Col. 5, lines 40-56;
enphasi s added. ]

Thereafter, G over states that:
Mcrofil msegnents 54 may be added subsequent to
the initial formng of the card 1 by inserting them

wi thin the pocket 51 into position between the

remai ni ng subparts 27 of the panels 15 and 16 which

have not been sealed into the conpartnents 53. The

spacer 55 is then inserted into any renaining

conpartnents 53, and the card 1 placed in a

| am nati ng nachi ne whereby the | ast encl osed

m crofilmsegnents 54 are sealed within the

respective conpartnents 53. [Col. 6, lines 42-50;

enphasi s added. ]

In view of the above, it is readily apparent that,
subsequent to the first placenent of the card conmponents of
Gover in a |lamnating machine, the spacer 55 is both
renovabl e fromand insertable into those conpartnents 53 (and
hence the sl eeve) that are unseal ed and enpty for the purpose
of placing additional mcrofil msegnments into these enpty
conpartnents. This being the case, the spacer 55 (i.e., a
functi onal nenber) has the capability of repeated receipt and
wi t hdrawal as set forth in representative claiml.

Wth respect to representative claim3, the appellants

argue that the spacer 55 of Grover is not a test strip. Wiile

9



Appeal No. 98-2123
Application No. 08/326, 669

this may be true, the recitation of the sleeve "being adapted
to permt" repeated receipt and withdrawal of a test strip
does not require that a test strip actually be received and

wi thdrawn fromthe sleeve. Instead, this recitation nerely
sets forth a function which the sleeve nust be structurally
capabl e of performng (see, e.g., In re Venezia, 530 F.2d 956,
959, 189 USPQ 149, 151-52 (CCPA 1976)) and whether a test
strip actually is or mght be inserted into the sl eeve of

G over depends upon the performance or non-performance of a
future act of use rather than a structural limtation in the
claim Since the spacer 55 of G ove has the capability of
repeated receipt into and withdrawal fromthe sleeve, there is
a sound basis to conclude that Grove's sleeve |ikew se has the
capability of repeated receipt and withdrawal of a test strip.
It is well settled that if a prior art device inherently
possesses the capability of functioning in the manner cl ai ned,
antici pation exists regardless of whether there was a
recognition that it could be used to performthe clained

function. See, e.g., In re Schreiber, 128 F.3d 1473, 1477, 44

USPQRd 1429, 1431-32 (Fed. Cr. 1997). See also In re Spada,

10
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911 F.2d 705, 708, 15 USPQ2d 1655, 1657 (Fed. G r. 1990): “The
di scovery of a new property or use of a previously known
conmposi tion, even when that property and use are unobvi ous
fromprior art, can not inpart patentability to clains to the
known conposition.”

Wth respect to representative claim210 the appellants
argue that Grover's front panel 15 cannot be considered to
have a di splay wi ndow because it is covered by an opaque | ayer
41. This argunent is not comrensurate with the scope of the
cl ai med subject matter since there is no requirenment in

representative claim10 that the "front panel"” have a display

wi ndow. Instead, this claimnore broadly requires that the
"card" have such a display window. In Gover, both the front
panel 15 and back panel 16 are transparent (see col. 4, lines

20 and 21). Thus, even though G over's front panel 15 nmay be
covered by an opaque security cover 41, the back panel 16 is
not. Accordingly, the conpartnments 53 of Grover's card can be
considered to forma transparent display w ndow as cl ai ned
(albeit only visible in the back panel 16).

Wth respect to claim13, the appellants argue that in
Grover any sl eeve nust be forned fromsonething that is a part

11
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of the front and back panels whereas the clains make it clear
that sleeve is a separate elenent. W nust point out,
however, that representative claim13 only broadly recites a
front surface and a back surface (i.e., the front and back
boundari es? or "skin" of the card) and a sleeve. Accordingly,
t he outernost boundary or "skin" of the panels 15 and 16 of

G over can be considered to satisfy the limtation of front
and back surfaces whereas the innernost surfaces of these
panel s can be considered to forma part of the sleeve in the
manner that we have discussed in detail above with respect to
representative claiml.

Wth respect to clainms 16 and 30 the appellants argue
that Grover does not show a core panel that is separate and
apart fromthe sleeve. W disagree. As we have noted above,
the sleeve is forned by those portions of the core, panels and
t he endnost conpartnent containing a |am nated mcrofilm
segnment 54 which define the enpty conpartnents, whereas the

conpartnents having the mcrofilmlam nated therein can be

2 The Anerican Heritage Dictionary, Second Coll ege
Edition, 1982, Houghton M fflin Conpany, Boston, MA, defines
"surface" as --1.a. The outer or topnost boundary of an
obj ect - -.

12



Appeal No. 98-2123
Application No. 08/326, 669

consi dered to be a cutout "having personal nedica
i nformati on-bearing mcrofil mnounted therein" as set forth in
this claim

As to claim 21, the appellants contend that any sl eeve
whi ch Grover m ght have is adjacent the | ower edge of the
card, rather than the top edge as clained. W nust point out
that the particular orientation of the card (i.e., whether it
is turned with a particul ar edge up or down) does not serve to
structurally distinguish the claimed card over that of G over.
See, e.g., LaBounty Mg. v. Int’l Trade Commin, 958 F.2d 1066,
1075, 22 USPQ2d 1025, 1032 (Fed. Cr. 1992).

In view of the foregoing, we will sustain the rejection
of claims 1-4, 8-11, 13-16, 18-22 and 27-30 under 35 U.S.C. 8§
102(b) as being anticipated by G over.

Turning to the rejection of claim23 under 35 U. S. C
8§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Gover, this claimexpressly
requires a test strip to be stowed within the sleeve. There
is no teaching in Gover of a test strip, nuch less a test
strip stowed within the sleeve. This being the case, we wl|
not sustain the rejection of claim23 under 35 U S.C. 8§ 102(b)
based on the teachings of Gover.

13
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Rej ection (2):

Wth respect to this rejection, the appellants on page 6
of the brief state that (a) clains 1 and 2 stand or fal
together as a first group, (b) clains 3, 8 and 9 stand or fal
toget her as a second group, (c) clains 10 and 11 stand or fal
together as a third group, (d) clains 13-15 and 18-22 stand or
fall together as a fourth group, (e) clains 29 and 30 stand or
fall together as a fifth group and (f) clains 4, 12, 17 and 32
each stands or falls alone. Accordingly, (a) claim2 wl|l
stand or fall with representative claiml1, (b) clains 8 and 9
will stand or fall with representative claim3, (c) claim1l
will stand or fall with representative claim 10, (d) clains
14, 15 and 18-22 will stand or fall with representative claim
13, (e) claim30 will stand or fall with representative claim
29 and (f) clainms 4, 12, 17 and 32 will each stand or fal
alone. See 37 CFR § 1.192(c)(7). Although not grouped by the
appel l ants, clains 27, 28 and 31 have not been separately
argued with any reasonabl e degree of specificity.

Accordingly, these clains will stand or fall with

representative claim13. See 37 CFR § 1.192(c)(7) and In re

14
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Ni el son, 816 F.2d 1567, 1572, 2 USPQ2d 1525, 1528 (Fed. Cr

1987) .

Treating first the rejection of clains 1-3, 8, 9, 12-15,
18-22, 27, 28 and 31, the answer states that in Gee the sleeve
14 has open edges and is

capabl e of receiving a functional nenber therein,
for exanple, nedication tablet 38, sugar bag 26,

etc. The clained limtations of a "test strip" and
a "nmedical test strip" (clains 4-5, etc.) are net by
t he sugar bag and nedication tabl et package,
respectively. Regarding the "w ndow' argunents,
note that claim10 recited "wherein said card
further includes a transparent display w ndow
therein". The card 10 of Gee is nmade of

transparent, "see through" feature, (columm 2, lines
60-64). Therefore, the top or bottom surfaces of
the card 10 is considered as the display w ndow.
Insofar as the record is concerned, the Exam ner did
not state that to stow a thernoneter in the sleeve
is well known in the art. However, the sleeve 14 of
Gee does have an open end for receiving a variety of
functi onal nenbers therein, such as sugar bag or

nmedi cati on package. Thus, Cee's sleeve clearly has
the capacity of receiving a variety of things as of
Appel I ants' sl eeve such as a mcrofilmas taught by
Cohan or a thernoneter strip, needles or toothpick.
Appel | ant argues that the prior art does not provide
a "cutout" portion. The "cutout" (claim16)
limtations are net by the cutout 24 of CGee and the
mcrofilmcan be | ocated therein instead of the
sugar bag 26. [Pages 5 and 6.]

The appel |l ants argue that the nenber 14 of Gee cannot be

considered to be a sleeve "integrally bound therein”

15
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(representative claim1l) or "integrally bound between said
front surface and said back surface" (representative claim
13). Wth respect to claim 12, the appellants additionally
argue that Gee does not teach a sl eeve which conprises a

fol ded rectangul ar | ength of stock bound between a front | ayer
and a back layer of the card. W disagree with these
contentions. GCee's sleeve 14 (styled by Cee as a card) is
formed nmuch in the sane manner as the appellants' sleeve 24
(i.e., it is fornmed by folding a rectangul ar | ength of stock
in half) and when this sleeve is inserted into the envel ope or
jacket 10 it can be considered to be "integrally bound
therein" as broadly clainmed. Although the appellants argue
that Gee's sleeve is not "bound” therein since it is
renovabl e, the broad recitation of "bound" does not preclude
renovability. The sleeve 14 of Cee receives an el ongate
menber 22 which has the capability of being repeatedly
received and wi thdrawn fromthe sleeve. Wile the exam ner
has noted that the envel ope or jacket 10 of CGee nay be
transparent (see col. 2, line 64), we al so observe that in the
enbodi nent of Fig. 7 this jacket or envel ope may be "paper or
cardboard" (see col. 3, line 60) and, thus, the envel ope or

16
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jacket 10 in conjunction with the sleeve 14 can be consi dered
to conprise the card. As the exam ner has noted, Cee's sleeve
14 has an el ongate functional nmenber 22 stowed therein in such
a manner so as to be capable of repeated w thdrawal from and
recei pt into the sleeve.

Wth respect to representative claim3, the appellants
argue that Gee does not include a test strip. However, as we
noted above in Rejection (1), the recitation "being adapted to
permt" repeated recei pt and withdrawal of a test strip does
not require that a test strip actually be received into and
wi thdrawn fromthe card but, instead, nerely sets forth a
function which the card nust be structurally capabl e of
performng (see, e.g., In re Venezia, supra). The sleeve 14
of Gee clearly has the capability of receiving a test strip
and whether a test strip actually is or mght be inserted into
the sl eeve of Gee depends upon the perfornmance or non-
performance of a future act of use rather than a structural
limtation in representative claim13. As we have al so noted
above in Rejection (1), it is well settled that if a prior art
devi ce inherently possesses the capability of functioning in
the manner cl ai ned, anticipation exists regardl ess of whether

17
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there was a recognition that it could be used to performthe
claimed function. See In re Schreiber, supra, and In re
Spada, supra.

In view of the above, we will sustain the rejection of
clainms 1-3, 8, 9, 12-15, 18-22, 27, 28 and 31 under 35 U S.C.
8 102(b) as being anticipated by Gee.

W now turn to the rejection of clainms 4, 10, 11, 17, 29,
30 and 32 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 102(b) as being anticipated by
Gee. Wth respect to claim4, the exanm ner is of the opinion
that the nedication tablet 38 and sugar bag 26 of Gee can be
considered to be a test strip. In our view, however, the
exam ner is attenpting to unduly expand the neani ng of "test
strip.” Consistent with the appellants' specification, we do
not believe that one of ordinary skill in this art would
construe either nedication tablets or a sugar bag to
correspond to the clainmed test strip. Wth respect to clains
10, 11, 29 and 30, the exam ner apparently is of the opinion
that transparent jacket or envel ope 10 can be considered to be
a "wi ndow therein" as set forth in claim10 and 29. However,

the transparent jacket or envelope 10 forns the entire outer

18
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surface of CGee's card and, from our perspective, cannot fairly
be construed as a "wi ndow therein" as set forth. daim1l7, by
virtue of its dependency on claim 13, requires, inter alia, a
card having (1) a front surface, (2) a back surface, (3) a
core panel conprised of front and back sheets and (4) a sl eeve
bound integrally between the front and back surfaces which is
conprised of a folded rectangular |ength of material bound
between the front and back sheets (of the core panel). Wile
the sl eeve 14 of Gee bound integrally between the front and
back surfaces of the card, it is not also bound between the
sheets of a core panel. Cdaim32 requires, inter alia, a card
havi ng (1) opposed front and back surfaces, (2) a core pane
bet ween front and back surfaces conprised of a single sheet
that is folded to define front and back sheets and (3) an

el ongate rectangul ar |l ength of stock bisected by a fold so as
to forma sleeve that is nested inside the fold of the core
stock. As we have noted above with respect to claim17, the
sl eeve 14 of Cee is not bound or nested against the inside of
the fold of a core panel. 1In view of the above-noted

deficiencies of Gee, we wll not sustain the rejection of

19
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claims 4, 10, 11, 17, 29, 30 and 32 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b)

based on this reference.

Rej ection (3):
According to the exam ner
Cohan discloses all the limtations of the

claims except for an integrally bound sleeve with

the card. Gover discloses an integrally bound

sl eeve that may be used to store an el ongate

functional nmenber. It would have been obvious to

one of ordinary skill in the art at the tine of the

invention to nodify Cohan to include an integrally

bound sl eeve simlar to Gover that would allow the
card to store rectangul ar nenbers such as nedi ca

test strips. [Answer, page 3.]

W will not support the exam ner's position since, even
if the references were conbined in the manner proposed by the
exam ner, the clained invention would not result. That is,
claim 32 expressly requires a thernoneter strip to be stowed
wi thin the sl eeve; however, neither Cohan nor G over either
t eaches or suggests a thernoneter strip stowed within a
sl eeve. This being the case, we will not sustain the
rejection of clainms 33 under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103(a) based on the

conbi ned teachi ngs of Cohan and G over.

20



Appeal No. 98-2123
Application No. 08/326, 669

Rej ection (4):

The exam ner considers that it would have been obvious to
stow a thernoneter strip in the sleeve of Gover in view of
the teachings of Palti. As we have noted above in Rejection
(1), a backing nenber 55 is stowed in the sleeve of Gover in
order to prevent enpty conpartnents from becom ng seal ed
duri ng subsequent lamnation. Palti discloses a dispenser for
thernoneter strips contained in package. Absent the
appel l ants' own disclosure we are at a total loss to
under stand why one of ordinary skill in this art would have
been notivated to single out the provision of a thernoneter
strip fromPalti's disparate teachings and incorporate it into
the card of Gover in the manner proposed by the exam ner.
Accordingly, we will not sustain the rejection of clains 5-7
and 24-26 under 35 U. S.C. § 103(a) based on the conbi ned

teachi ngs of Grover and Palti.

In sunmary:

The rejection of clains 1-4, 8-11, 13-16, 18-22 and 27-30
under 35 U . S.C. 8 102(b) as being anticipated by Gover is
af firmed.
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The rejection of claim23 under 35 U S.C. 8§ 102(b) as
bei ng antici pated by Grover is reversed.

The rejection of clains 1-3, 8, 9, 12-15, 18-22, 27, 28
and 31 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Cee is
af firnmed.

The rejection of clains 4, 10, 11, 17, 29, 30 and 32
under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 102(b) as being anticipated by Cee is
reversed.

The rejection of claim33 under 35 U S.C. 8§ 103(a) as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Cohan in view of Grover is reversed.

The rejection of clains 5-7 and 24-26 under 35 U.S.C.

8 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gover in viewof Palti is

rever sed.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR

8§ 1.136(a).
AFFlI RVED- | N- PART
| AN A, CALVERT )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
)
)
)
) BOARD OF PATENT
JAMES M WMEI STER ) APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) AND
) | NTERFERENCES
)
)
)
JOHN P. McQUADE )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
bae
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